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"AilEPORT ON TRANSFERS PROM^L.A.C.C. TO THE VARIOUS CAMPUSE;3 
"OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES, 1976-77" 



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY • ^ ^ . . 

,\ The 19 colleges in the C^l^fornia St^e University and'colle^es^ ^stem 
report annually tfo the California 'Community Qolleges ^ tjie performance of 
'-their transfers. . In 1976.-1977, -Los* Angeles City .Collegfe received reports 
from 14 of the 19 campuses^. It is the purpose of this study to summarize 



thes^^ reports. 



PROCEDURE^ OF THE STUDY t 
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^ Format for the reports varies flrom campus ±0 campus, maHing comparative 

1 * 

analysis difficult. Some include all students, others fir^t semester \or ' 
quarter) students only. Some indicajde sex, major, and/or totals from the 

' comnuini^y colleges. Some send individual 'grade^ reports, others a ^tonmary. 

»*■ * ' 

With assi$tartc&. from L.A^S^C. records.* a cbnsiderable amount of detective 

^ • • ^ % . / 

^. ^ . • 

work and some interpolati<5ns and extrapolations produced the findings of the 

next sectJ.on. While the data presented cannot be guaranteed 1007o correct, 

it is believed to be an accurate picture bf the numbers and perfortbance of 

L.AJC.C. transfers to the State University and Colleges in 1976-1977. ^ 

FINDINGS • * . . ^ - * * 

, . \ ^ ^ 

Table 1 stmin^rizes ^the nian&ers of students transferring , from L^A.C.C. to 
one of th^ State Universities or Colleges in 1976-1^977 aa indicated by the re 
^ ports received. .A tQ.tal of 856 transfers were reported. Estimating the miss 
ing data, one can itifer the a'ctual total was around 1,000, Comparative total 



for 1972-1,973 are included. 
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Table 2 ^inmnarlzas academic performance by campus and by sex, whilj^ , 

Table 3 ^presents ^.more detailed loajc by major field at the three large* 

campuses in the greater Lps Angeles area, viz., Los Angeles, Northridge, 

« 

»an^ Long B.each. • Entrants fo^-Fall, 1976 only are; included in Tables*2 and 
3. Compatative totals for Fall 1972 are included in Table 2. 
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TABLE 1 - First Semester (/or Quarter) Trans.f ers*-'^ to CSU's 
From Los Angeles^ City College for the Academic 
Year 1976-1977 



WINTER 
' 1977 



SPRING 
' 1977 
No. - % 



SUMMER ^ TOTAL 
- 1977 I'in-ll 
No. ^ % ■% 



1972^1973 




* ^< = quarter system 

X = no Tepoi*fc received . ^ ^ 

= only those who completed s6Tne work at LACC and CSU have been ccJunted 
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TABLE 2 - Academic Performance of-:thA.C.C. Transfers ^to the California State 
University and Collegesy^ll, 1976\by Campus and Sex 



• 

CAMPUS 


No. 7o 


LACC 


Grade Point 
•Average 

GSU Di/f. 


Average Units 
Attempted 
lACC CSU 


%'B^Jow 
C 
CSU 


^ 7o B 
or Above 
CSU 


^^IrfLES (47.37o) 




















Los Angelas 


132' 


56.4 


.2.56 


2 47 


-"09 


91 5 * 


iO 6 


20.5 


37^9 


Northridge 


' 49 


20.9 


2.^0 




* - 04 


52 6 


116 

X X . u 


22.4 . 


2*6.5 


Long Beach 




«. 8.6 


^ 2.71 


2.62 


09 


53.6 . 


XV . V 




10.0 


Dominguez Hills 


19 


8 1 


2,6i 


2 '^7 

^ m -J f 


_ 24 . 




119 

X X • ^ 


31.6 


52.6 


FullertQn * ^ 


- 2 


* 0 9 


2.21 


• 2 SO 


H- 9<) 


57 n 


1 8 n 

xo . u ^ 


O.'D 


50.t) 


Humiboldt 


" 2 


0 9 


3;05 


2 86 


- 1 Q 
• x^ 


61 9 


91 n 

^ X . u 


0.0 


50.0 , ' • 


San Francisco 


0 


\J 0 -J 


2,55 


1 • / J 




68 

uo • o 


18 n 

xo . u 


50.0 


0.0 


Stanislaus . 


•J 




2.27 


1 fi? 




fi9 


• 1 Q n 

X . u 


33.3 


0^0 


-Fresno / 


2 


6 9 


3.15 


X . ^ 


~ X • 


67 n 


18 \ 
xo . o 


* 50.0 


0.0 


San Jose 


1 

X 




1.'62 


9 in 

^ . xu 


A- Z-R * 


> '^7 S 


'^1 s 


o.'p 


0.0 , 


Bakersf icld 


1 

X 


n A 


2.00. 






! fin 

/ _ U . u 


1 s n 
X J . u 


0.0 ' 


0.0 ' 


4 Sonoma * ^ 




n 4 


3.lo 






6fi n ' 


9Zl n / 


^ ^ 0.0. 


100.0 V 

• v 


Sacramento 


n 


(V 


0 


n 


n 

u 


n^ 


« 1 

n 
u 


9 0 


0 V 


■ TOTAL 


234 


100.0 


2.59 


2.48 


-.11 


85.8 


. 12. '9 


' 22.7 


33.3 


FEMALES (52.7%) 
Los Angeles 




















146 


'55.9' 


2.61. 


2,50 


- 11 


91.0 - 


8.9 . 


18.5 


36. 3"* " 


Northridge 


47 


18.0 


■ 2.98 


2.75 


-.23 


47.5 


10.1 


6.4 


42.6 


Long Beach 


- 22 


8.4. 


2.74 


2.64 


-.10 • 


47.4 


9.7 


> 36.4 


13.6 - 


,Dominguez Hi 1*1 s 


21 


8.1 


2.77 


. . 2.66 


-.11 


93.6 


10.6 


19.0 


52.4 


Fullerton 


• , 6 


'2.3 


' 2.08 


2,43 


• +.35. 


. 42.8* 


13.5'" 


0.0 


16.7 


Humboldt 


6 


2.3 


2.79- 


3.18 


+ .39 


45.5 


12.8 


33.3 


66.7 


San Francisco 


• 5 


1.9 


3.02, 


- 3.23 . 


, +.21 


■ 74.3 


15.91 


0.0 ' 


, 60,0 


Stanislaus 


2 


0.8 


2.03 


■ ^- iM 


+.11 


23.3 


. 15.8 


• o.o' 


0.0 


Fresno 


1 • 


0.4 


3.14 


3.40 


+.26 


96.8 


22.5 


0.0 


100.0 


' San JoSe 


2 


0.8 


. 2.61 


2.28 ' 


-;33 . 


27.0 


18.8^ 


• 50.0 


50. 0_ "• 


Bakersf ield 


• 1 


- 0.4 


2.18 


• 2.33 


+.15 


65.3 • 


X5.0 


0^0' 


; 0.0*' 


, ;§orioma 


r 


0.4 


' 2.15 


- 4.00 


+1.85 


48.-8" 


6.0 


0.0 


100.0 


Sacramento 


1 


0-.4 


4.00 


' 2.60 


-1.40 


4.5 


7.S 


0.0 


100.0 . 


TOTAi: 


261 


100.0 


2.69 


2.63 


• -.06 


'81.9 


11.2 


. . 17.2 


37.9 



Continued on next page ' 



TABLE 2^ (continued) 
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GMde 


Point 




Average UnitiB.> 


V Ti 1 /^T T 

j^/(S dGIOW 














, Average 




Attem:pted ' . 




0 r AD 0 V e 


CAMPUS 






/o 


T A PP 


CSlT 




LACC 


csu ■ 


^ GbU 


CSU ^ 


ALL ' * 


















• 






Los Angeles 






^56 2 




2. 


49 


^ in 


* 91.2 


9.7 . 


1 Q /l < 


'^7 1 


Northridge 






1 Q /l 


9 *7fi 
Z . Vo 






- 


50.1 


10.8 






LoAg-Seach ;^ 




42* 


8 5 




"2. 


53 


- 9jK 


jU . J 


10 . Z 






•Domnihgtiez Hills 




o . J. 


9 AQ 


2. 


52 


1 7 


92.5 


10.9- 




^9 ^ 

JZ . J 


• Fullerton • * 




8 




2.12 


2; 


'45 


H-;33 


46.3 • 


•14.6 


1*2.5 . 


■ 25.0 


Humboldt 




8 


.* 1.6 


2.88 


3. 


11 


.+ .23 


49.4 


12.3 


'25.0 


62.5 ' 


^ San Francisco - 




7 


1.4 


2.89 


2. 


77' 


-.12 


v72,5 


16.5 


14.3 


42.9. 


Stanislaus 




5, 


1.0 


2.22 


• 1. 


93 X 


•-.29 


46.7 


17.>>»- 


■ 20.0 


0.0 


Fresno 




.3 


0.6 


3.14 


2-. 


23 


-•91 


76.9 


20.0 


6.0 


■ 33.3 


San Jose 




' 3 


• 0.6 


2.21 ^ 


• 


23 . 


+.02 - 


30.5 


.- 17,5 


33.3 


33 .3 - .. 


Bakersfield 




' 2»- 


' 0.4 


2.17 


2. 


33 


+M6 


. 34.2 


15.0 


0.0 


0.0 " ^ 


Sonoma 




2 


0.4 


2.93 


3. 


20 


•+•27 


57.4- 


15.0 . 


0.0 


100.0 . 


Sacramento 




1' 


0.2 


4.00 


2. 


6Q ' 


-1.40 


4.5 


7.5- ^ 


0.0 


. 100.0 


























. Tdm .for Fall, 


















■—--■^ 






1977 


495 


IQO.O 


2.64 


2. 


55 


-.09 


. as. 8 


12.0- 


19 :b^'- 


35.8 ' 


TOTAL for Fall^ 


1972 


609 


100. 0 


2.51 


2. 


60 


+ .09 


99.1 


. 9.7 


' 14.6 


41.6 



TABLE 3 - Cc)mpara,tive Performance at Cal State, Los Angeles, Long Beach, and 
'» Northridge of L.A.'CC. Transfers in Fall, 1976,- V School .of Major 













GraSe Point 








7 

- to 


7o B .or • 












• Average 




Units Attempted 


Below C 


Above 


MAJOR 


Caiftpus 


No. 


IQ 


LACC 


- CSU 


Diff . 


LACC 




CSU 


. ■ CSU 


Li d O 


^os ringej.es 






9 ^9 


9 An 


1 0 

- . l-Z 


93».9 


10.5 • 




0 Q 
ZO 




Long Beach 


■ ii 


26 


2„52 


2.30 


-.22 


50^3 


. 17.3 - 


is 


. 18 . 




Northridge 


14 


"15" 


2.68 


2.64 


-.04 


91.5 


16.0 


7 


36 


Dusxness 


Los Angeles * 


66 

DO. 




9 ^Q. 
L .JO 


9 QQ 


- . 19 


87 9-^ 


9.1 


27 


42 




Long Beac'o 


5 * 


'12. 


• 2.59 


2/33 


--.26 


65.7 


"\.18!9 


^ 40 


40 




Northridge 


. Al 


43 


2. '82 


2.80 


-.02 


72.4 


' jl6".6 


^ 15 


■ 42- 




LAjS AilgclcS 


fin 
o u 


9Q 
Ly 


9 fin 

Z , DU 


' 9 fi7 
z . q / 


+. u / 


96.7^ 


9 5 


11 






Long Beach 


19 . 


45 * 


2.83 


2..9^ 


+.16 


, '93.6 


13.7 


5 ♦ 


3 




Northridlle ' 


3 


^ 3 


2.87 


• 1.69 


-1.18 


6^.0 .. 


13.0 


. • 33 




4 

Engineer- 


Los Angeles . 


9 


3 > 


• 2.32 


2.68 


.-14 


9!i.9 


•U.9 


33 




• ing- 


' Long Beach 


1 


• 2 ' 


2.53 


2.93 


+ .40 


75.0 


14.0 ' 


0 


0 ^ 




Northridge 


12 


13 * 


2.56 


2.49 


-.07 


82.8 


■ 16.0 


17 


17 • • 


Educat'ion. 


» 

Los Angeles 


0 


0 














i - 




Long Beach 


0 


' 0 


















Ndrthr^idge 


. 15 


.16 


2.91 


2.61 


-.30 


90.2 ' 


16.4 


13 


47 .. 


GRAND 


Los. Angeles 


. 278 




■ 2.59 


. 2. '49 


-.10 


91.2 


9:7 


19 


.37 


TOTALS' 


Long Beach 


42 




2.72 


2.63 


-.09 


*.75.5 


15.3 


12 ; 


.33 




Northridge 


■ 96 




2". 78 


■ 2.65 , 


-.13 


\ 75.2 


• 16.3 


15 


-34 



* includes. Undecided 
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SUMMARY AND COl^CLUSIONS 



(1) 14 of the 19 campuses reported "at least one transfer 
farom L.A.C.C. diyring 1976-77. The other five campuses 
failed. to send reports. 

(2) Four southland campuses accounted for over -90% of the 
total Reported 'number;; of 856: Lbs Angeles 65%, Narth- 
ridge 17%, Long Beach 7%, Dominguez -Hills 5%. * 

(3) In comparison j^ith 1972-1973 figures , total number of 
reported transfers drppped from 1,119 to '856 in 1976- 

V 1977, a drop of nearly 25%. Eiominguez Hills showed a 
.60% inc-rease, however, replacing>San Diego as the fourth* > 
largest number oT transfer^. ♦ ' , • , 

' 'J 

(4) Overall Fall 1976 first semester (or quarter) grade point; 

average at the State institution was 2,55, compared with 
L.A.C.C. average of 2.64. This differential' of -X)^.09 . n 
can be compared with a corresponding figure of 4O;09 in^ r- 
1972 (State ^.60, L.A.G^C. 2.51)". Femaifs' performed , at 
a higher level than males (State males ^CTA 2.48, females ' , 
2.63). ' , 

(5) ,A 'con^arison of performances in schools*of majof at three ^ 
nearby campuses 'shows -that -students in Letters and Science 
had more d^ficulty in 1976 than in 1972, while students 

^ in Businesi had less (especially at Nbrthri^dge.) Little 
differences ^mong the three institutions 'are apparent. - y 
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